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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-63, which were previously 
pending in the application have been considered but are moot in view of the new 
ground(s) of rejection. The new ground of rejection is set forth below. 

Claim Objections 

Claims 19, 20, 69, 70, 71 and 72 are objected to because of the following 
informalities: Claim 1 sets forth a positioning means to position the light source. The 
limitations of the dependent claims of 19 and 20 are not disclosed as positioning the 
light source but merely conducting the light from the light source. There does not 
appear to be any support in the disclosure or drawings of a waveguide or micro-optic 
prism array of functioning to actually position the light source. Claim 64 sets forth a 
structural element which mounts the light source. Dependent Claims 69, 70, 71 and 72 
contain the limitation that the structural element is a light projector. The specification 
sets forth that the light projector conducts the light from the light source. There does not 
appear to be any support in the disclosure or drawings for a light projector functioning to 
actually position the light source. Also Claim 72 depends on Claim 64 but the optical 
element is not set forth in the Claim 64. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections ■ 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 
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(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1-4, 6-9, 13-15, 64-68 and 73 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Franl<lin. 

Franklin shows an illuminated hubcap, which includes cap 10, which is part of 
hubcap "D", a lamp 7, a reflector 5 for reflecting light through openings 8 and 9. As set 
forth in the disclosure in column 2, beginning at line 15, the reflector functions to direct 
the light from the light source through the openings 8 and 9 through the closed end 10 
of the hubcap. The hubcap would necessarily be attached to the wheel (Claims 4, 7, 8). 
Cap 10 of hubcap is readable as a shield/shade (Claims 9 and 66). The cap 10 also 
functions to position the light source (Claim 1 5). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the Invention was made. 

Claims 5, 16-18, 21, and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Franklin. 

Regarding Claim 5, element 5 is merely disclosed as being a reflector. The disclosure 
is silent as to whether the reflector is made from a reflective material or a coating. As 
the end result is the reflector functioning to reflect the light out openings 8 and 9, how 
the reflective surface is made is a method of making limitation and either way would 



Application/Control Number: 10/812,573 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2875 

accomplish the desired end result of reflecting light. Franklin shows cap 10 supporting 
the light source. To use a cross-beam is an alternative manner of support which does 
not accomplish anything more than the support of Franklin. The manner of support is 
design choice. Since the hubcap is attached to the wheel, the wheel assists in 
positioning the lighting assembly (Claim 18). Franklin uses only one light source. To 
use more than one is a mere multiplicity of elements. It would be obvious to one skilled 
in the art that if more illumination is required either a brighter light source or more light 
sources should be used. 

Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Franklin 
in view of Sunderhauf. 

Sunderhauf shows an illuminated wheel wherein light is reflected through openings 14 
with a back surface of the cover plate having a reflective coating. Franklin does not 
state whether the inside surface of cap 10 has a reflective surface. However, it would 
have been obvious to one skilled in the art that Franklin could be modified to include a 
reflective surface in the same manner as taught by Sunderhauf because both 
references are directed to the indirect illumination of a wheel. 

Claims 11. 12, 19, 20, 69 and 70-72 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Franklin in view of Papadakis. 

Papadakis teaches that it is known in the art to use a light guide to transmit light 
from a light source to illuminate a wheel indirectly. As shown in Figure 2, the intent of 
the light emitting from the light source is to be reflected from chrome wheel surface at 
1 38. In the absence of any unobvious or unexpected results the choice of type of 
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optical element to transmit light would be a design choice depending on space and 
illumination requirements. It would be obvious to one skilled in the art that Franklin 
could be modified to use an optical element to assist in transmitting light to the reflector 
in the same manner as taught by Papadakis because both references are directed to 
illumination a wheel. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Miller is cited of interest. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications should be 
directed to Examiner Neils at (571) 272-2377 on a Monday or Thursday. If 
attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Sandra O'Shea can be reached on (571) 272-2378. 
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